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Abstract: We examined the heave motion of a spherical buoy during a free-decay drop test. A
comprehensive approach was adopted to study the oscillations of the buoy involving experimental
measurements and complementary numerical simulations. The experiments were performed in a
wave tank equipped with an array of high-speed motion-capture cameras and a set of high-precision
wave gauges. The simulations included three sets of calculations with varying levels of sophistication.
Specifically, in one set, the volume-of-fluid (VOF) method was used to solve the incompressible,
two-phase, Navier–Stokes equations on an overset grid, whereas the calculations in other sets were
based on Cummins and mass-spring-damper models that are both rooted in the linear potential flow
theory. Excellent agreements were observed between the experimental data and the results of VOF
simulations. Although less accurate, the predictions of the two reduced-order models were found to
be quite credible, too. Regarding the motion of the buoy, the obtained results indicate that, after being
released from a height approximately equal to its draft at static equilibrium (which is about 60% of its
radius), the buoy underwent nearly harmonic damped oscillations. The conducted analysis reveals
that the draft length of the buoy has a profound effect on the frequency and attenuation rate of the
oscillations. For example, compared to a spherical buoy of the same size that is half submerged at
equilibrium (i.e., the draft is equal to the radius), the tested buoy oscillated with a period that was
roughly 20% shorter, and its amplitude of oscillations decayed almost twice faster per period. Overall,
the presented study provides additional insights into the motion response of a floating sphere that
can be used for optimal buoy design for energy extraction.
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1. Introduction
A point absorber wave energy converter (WEC) transforms the mechanical energy of
waves into either useful work or another form of energy that can be stored or transmitted.
Exploiting the relative velocity between its buoy and the seafloor or a nearly stationary
component in opposition to a force or torque allows for energy extraction [1]. Two example
applications are supplying terrestrial power grids [2] and storing electrical energy in a
marine energy grid (MEG) [3] to resupply autonomous vessels. A WEC’s power take-off
(PTO) performs the conversion and can take many forms, including hydraulic or electrical
machines [4,5]. While most point absorbers can passively harvest wave energy, their efficiency increases dramatically when the PTO is also used as an actuator in conjunction with
closed-loop control.
For a heave-only device, a velocity feedback control strategy is an approach for increasing energy production without requiring a model of the buoy’s dynamic response [6].
In contrast, if the WEC’s wave response dynamics can be modeled, then a model-based
control strategy can be used to further enhance its energy extraction. Impedance matching or complex conjugate control is one example when the point absorber operates in a
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linear regime. Since model terms are canceled by the control law [7], energy extraction
performance increases with the greater accuracy of the WEC’s model parameters such
as added mass, buoyancy force, and radiation damping. These parameters depend on
the buoy’s shape, implying the opportunity for optimal shape design that harmonizes its
dynamic response with a particular control strategy. Put another way, given a model-based
control strategy, a family of buoy shapes and power take-off technologies likely exist that
permit maximum energy extraction. Recent control algorithm development has focused
on large buoy motions to exploit the buoy’s nonlinear dynamic response, further motivating the need for accurate models for control-system implementation and buoy-shape
optimization [8–10].
To date, there have been many studies concerning the dynamics of an oscillating
floating body (e.g., [11–23]), a large portion of which were conducted using experimental
measurements, reduced-order modeling, or high-fidelity numerical simulation. A small
minority of these studies, on the other hand, performed their analyses via a combination
of the aforementioned methods (e.g., [24–28]). A recent example of such research is the
work of Kramer et al. [29], where the free-decay heave oscillations of a spherical buoy
were probed through several low- and high-fidelity numerical models and laboratory
measurements with the goal of creating a reliable reference data set for future studies.
Although very comprehensive, the reported free-decay tests were all for a sphere with
the equilibrium draft length equal to its radius. The modeling and experiments presented
below complement the benchmark study of Kramer et al. [29] by considering the free
oscillations of a similarly-sized spherical buoy whose draft is about 60% of its radius. We
find that the oscillation characteristics of the buoy are significantly influenced by its draft
length at equilibrium and also demonstrate that various modeling strategies can capture
this effect well.
2. Experimental Measurements
The goal of the experiments was to measure the free-decay response of a spherical
buoy and the resulting water surface disturbance. The buoy was suspended above the
wave tank, such that the water surface was tangential to the lowest point of the buoy at the
start of each experiment. The buoy was then released and allowed to fall freely, disturbing
the water surface and causing the buoy to oscillate. The position response of the buoy and
the disturbance of the water surface were measured using a camera-based motion-capture
system and resistance wave gauges, respectively.
The equipment used for the experiments is summarized in Table 1. The wave tank
shown in Figure 1 was 10 m long, 3 m wide, and had a water depth of 1 m. It was instrumented with eight resistive wave gauges and an eleven-camera Qualisys motion-capture
system. The wave gauges were 0.7 m long with a measurement error of less than 0.1%
of the full scale (less than 0.7 mm) and captured data at 32 Hz [30]. The mixed camera
Qualisys motion-capture system used eight Oqus and three Miqus cameras capturing data
at 64 Hz. The measurement accuracy of any camera-based motion capture system depends
on camera locations and the calibration quality. We used the Qualisys Lab Designer to set
the position of the cameras with the goal of achieving a precise coverage of the wave tank.
Systems using a similar technology and our calibration strategy achieved a mean position
accuracy within 0.017 mm of an externally measured reference value [31].
Table 1. Experimental apparatus summary.
Item

Purpose

Edinburgh Designs wave tank (10 × 3 × 1 m)
Eight resistive wave gauges
Eleven-camera Qualisys motion tracking system
Spherical buoy
Twelve 19 mm reflective markers

Pool for experiments
Water height measurement
Buoy motion measurement
Test article
Motion tracking

Fluids 2022, 7, 188

3 of 13

Figure 1. The Edinburgh Designs wave tank at Michigan Tech’s MWave Laboratory.

Two beam structures spanned the width of the tank and were used for wave gauge
mounting. An additional cantilevered structure was mounted to the top of the wave tank
sidewall. A wire and pulley system attached to the cantilevered structure was used to
suspend and drop the buoy during the tests. The spherical buoy had a radius of 0.142 m a
mass of 2.835 kg and draft of 0.090 m. Four spherical reflective markers of 19 mm radius
were attached to the buoy’s top hemisphere to measure its six-degree-of-freedom rigid body
motion. Eight additional markers were positioned on top of the wave gauges to measure
their position in the tank. The wave gauge locations in the horizontal plane, using the
buoy’s center of mass as the reference, are given in Table 2 along with their radial distances.
Table 2. Wave gauge positions relative to the buoy center.
Wave Gauge Index

X Position (m)

Y Position (m)

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

1.393
1.292
0.027
0.025
0.023
0.017
−1.293
−1.394

0.004
0.004
1.159
0.950
0.705
0.458
0.019
0.021

√

X2 + Y2
1.393
1.292
1.159
0.950
0.705
0.458
1.293
1.394

The buoy was suspended above the water and could be released into free-fall nearly
instantaneously. The wave gauges were radially positioned around the buoy at increasing
distances to capture the radiated wave created by the buoy’s release. A diagram showing a
top–down view of the test setup is given in Figure 2a. An annotated image of the actual test
setup is provided in Figure 2b, where each wave gauge is assigned a numerical identifier.
A total of ten experimental trials were conducted. Data collection was initiated for
each trial once the water surface had no significant observable disturbances and the buoy
was at rest in its initial test position. All data were time-synchronized by electronically
triggering the camera and wave-gauge data-acquisition systems simultaneously. The buoy
was released and allowed to fall freely into the water once the data collection had been
successfully initiated. The data were collected for approximately 30 to 40 s following the
buoy’s release into the water. Data collection for the trial was then ceased, and the buoy
was repositioned for the next trial.
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(a)

(b)

Figure 2. (a) Diagram of experimental setup (top–down view). (b) Annotated image of the experimental setup with assigned wave gauge numbers.

3. Numerical Simulations
The experimental measurements described in the previous section were complemented
by numerical simulations. In particular, three approaches with various degrees of complexity were adopted to model the free-decay motion of the buoy. The highest-fidelity approach
was based on the solution of two-phase, incompressible, Navier–Stokes equations, while
the two other approaches originated from the linear potential flow theory. Specifics of the
simulation methods are detailed below.
3.1. High-Fidelity Model Based on Solution of Navier–Stokes Equations
We employed the volume-of-fluid (VOF) method [32] to model the two-phase, incompressible flow of air and water. In this approach, equations that govern the spatio-temporal
distribution of the average velocity and pressure fields (represented by u and p, respectively) are expressed as
∂(ρu)
+ ∇ · (ρuu) = ρg + f γ + ∇ · σ
∂t

and

∇ · u = 0,

(1)
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where ρ is the mixture density, t is the time variable,hg is the gravitational
acceleration
i
T
vector, f γ is the surface tension force, and σ = − pI + µ ∇u + (∇u) is the average stress
tensor, with I and µ being the identity tensor and mixture viscosity, respectively. It is worth
mentioning that, as shown in a number of previous studies (see [29] for a recent example),
the dynamics of the buoy and the flow around it can be accurately captured without
needing to include a turbulent model in the simulations. We assumed that the two-phase
fluid is initially at rest (i.e., u = 0 at t = 0) and considered the boundary conditions
u = U + Ω × r for r ∈ Sb ,

n · u = 0 for r ∈ St ,

and

u = 0 for r ∈
/ St ∪ Sb ,

(2)

where r = xe x + yey + zez is the position vector, n is the unit normal vector pointing
towards the fluid, Sb represents the surface of the buoy, and St denotes the top boundary of
the computational domain that confines the air column from the above. The instantaneous
linear and angular velocities of the buoy (U and Ω, respectively) were determined via
m

dU
=
dt

Z
Sb

n · σ dS + mg

and

I

dΩ
=
dt

Z
Sb

r × n · σ dS + rc × mg,

(3)

where m, I , and rc are the mass, moment of inertia tensor, and center of mass of the buoy,
respectively. Both U and Ω were set to zero at t = 0, and the initial position of the buoy was
set to its corresponding value in the experiments. Note that the contribution of surface tension
to the load exerted on the buoy was ignored while still accounting for its contribution to
Equation (1).
Denoting the volume fraction of water by α, the average density and viscosity in the
VOF model can be written as
ρ = αρw + (1 − α)ρ a

and

µ = αµw + (1 − α)µ a ,

(4)

where the water and air properties are distinguished by the subscripts w and a, respectively.
The phase indicator α evolves according to the advection equation
∂α
+ ∇ · (αu) = 0.
∂t

(5)

In our simulations, α was initially distributed to reflect the location of the undisturbed
water level (located at z = H with H being the water height) in the experiments, i.e., α = 1
for z ≤ H and α = 0 for z > H. With α known, f γ was calculated following the continuum
surface force (CSF) model [33] from
f γ = γ κ ∇α,

(6)

where the surface tension γ was assumed to be constant, and the curvature κ was approximated by


∇α
κ = −∇ ·
.
(7)
|∇α|
We used a finite-volume approach as implemented in OpenFOAM [34] to solve
Equations (1) and (5). In our numerical calculations, the Laplacian and gradient operators were discretized via the second-order linear Gaussian integration, the divergence
of the advective terms in Equations (1) and (5) was treated using the van Leer and linear
Gaussian interpolations, respectively, the corrected scheme (with the number of corrections set to two) was used to calculate surface normal gradients, the time derivatives were
approximated by the Euler scheme, and the equations of motion for the buoy were integrated using the Newmark method with the relaxation parameter set to 0.5. Moreover,
the PIMPLE algorithm was employed to treat the pressure–velocity coupling, the linear
solver PBiCGStab (preconditioned biconjugate gradient) with diagonal-based incomplete
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LU (DILU) preconditioner was used to solve for the pressure field, and the Gauss–Seidel
method was utilized to calculate the velocity and phase indicator fields. The time step of
the simulations was actively adjusted to keep the CFL number below 0.5 at all times.
For the purpose of maintaining the sharpness of the water–air interface during simulations, Equation (5) was modified according to the interface compression method, where
an additional advective term (known as the compression term) was introduced to counterbalance excessive smearing of the interface. This extra term was integrated via the linear
Gaussian interpolation scheme. Lastly, to ensure boundedness, the adapted transport equation for α was solved using a semi-implicit (and second-order in time) algorithm known as
multidimensional universal limiter for explicit solution (MULES).
Our computational domain was set up to match the size and geometry of the wave tank
(see Figure 3a). For efficiency purposes, the air column above the free surface of the water
was confined from above to the height of 1 m, which is large enough to permit accurate
simulations. The air column was also laterally bounded through the vertical extension of
the sidewalls of the tank up to the top confining boundary. We adopted an overset mesh
approach [35–41] to discretize the simulation space and to handle the moving boundary
problem resulting from the motion of the buoy. In the overset-grid method (which is also
known as chimera [42,43] and overlapping-grid method [44–46]), the computational domain
is decomposed into multiple overlapping grids. The governing equations are separately
solved for each grid, and the connection between different subdomains is achieved through
interpolating over the overlapping zones [47]. To implement overset gridding, we used a
fixed background mesh and another one that moved with the buoy (see Figure 3b,c). Both
meshes were generated via the snappyHexMesh utility of OpenFOAM in a multiblock fashion.
The inverse distance weighting method was also used to carry out the interpolations over
the overlapping zone.
To conclude, we note that all simulation parameters were chosen based on their corresponding experimental values. Moreover, several verification tests were performed to ensure
the accuracy of the results independent of the domain size, grid resolution, and time-step
duration. Specifically, regarding the grid resolution, we tested three sets of meshes with approximate total number of elements of 0.68 × 106 = 0.63 × 106 (background) + 0.05 × 106 (buoy),
1.73 × 106 = (1.40 + 0.33) × 106 , and 2.17 × 106 = (1.82 + 0.35) × 106 . The results of the last
two meshes differed only marginally, but the data presented in Section 4 were generated using
the very last mesh that had the largest number of elements among the three sets.
(a)

Figure 3. Cont.
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(b)

(c)

Figure 3. (a) Representative snapshot from numerical simulations illustrating the wave created as a
result of buoy oscillations. (b) Discretization of the entire computational domain and (c) a close-up
view of the overset mesh around the buoy.

3.2. Reduced-Order Models Based on Linear Potential Flow Theory
3.2.1. Cummins Model
A commonly accepted alternative to the accurate yet computationally demanding
simulation method presented in Section 3.1 is the modeling approach of Cummins [48],
where the hydrodynamic load experienced by the buoy is calculated according to the
linear potential flow theory (see, e.g., [49]), while the forces due to the surface tension and
airflow are ignored. The equation of motion for the heave oscillations of the buoy in this
reduced-order model takes the form of
Z t


dUz
eq
+
k (t − τ ) Uz (τ ) dτ + c zb − zb = 0,
dt
0
c = ρgπd(2R − d), and Uz = 0 and zb = 1.139

(m + a∞ )
with

at

t = 0.

(8)

Here, Uz = dzb /dt is the velocity of the buoy in the z direction, R = 0.142 m is the
eq
buoy’s radius, and d = 0.090 m and zb = H + R − d = 1.052 m denote the draft and the
center of mass position of the buoy in the z direction at static equilibrium, respectively. The
infinite frequency added mass coefficient and radiation impulse response function (IRF) in
the above equation can be expressed (see, e.g., [49]), respectively, as
a∞ = lim a(ω )
ω →∞

and

k(t) =

2
π

Z ∞
0

b(ω ) cos(ωt) dω,

(9)

where a(ω ) and b(ω ) are the added mass and damping coefficients corresponding to the
small-amplitude, sinusoidal, heave oscillations of the buoy with frequency ω about its
static equilibrium position. These two coefficients are in turn calculated from
a+

ib
= ρR3
ω

Z
Sb,w

Φ n · ez dS̃.

(10)

Here, i2 = −1, Sb,w is the wet surface of the buoy at its static equilibrium, dS̃ is the
differential surface element nondimentionalized by R2 , and Φ is the dimensionless, complexvalued velocity potential field that satisfies the following boundary-value problem:
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∂Φ
= −n · ez on Sb,w ,
∂n
∂Φ
∂Φ
= λΦ at z̃ = 0,
= 0 at z̃ = H/R,
∂z̃
∂z̃
q
∂Φ
− iλΦ → 0 as $̃ = x̃2 + ỹ2 → ∞,
where
∂$̃

∇2 Φ = 0,

with

λ = ω 2 R/g

and

( x̃, ỹ, z̃) = ( x/R, y/R, z/R).

(11)

Note that, here, the sidewalls of the wave tank are assumed to be ideal absorbers
through the application of the radiation boundary condition at large radial distances
away from the buoy.
We solved Equation (11) using a second-order finite-element method as implemented
in COMSOL Multiphysics [50,51]. Specifically, the outer boundary at infinity was modeled
as a large cylinder of height H/R and approximate radius 300 whose center coincided with
the center of the buoy. Also, triangular elements were used to discretize the 2D axisymmetric
computational domain. The accuracy of this computational scheme was validated through
a comparison with the theoretical calculations of Hulme [13], and through grid and domainsize independence studies.
The result of our calculations for the added mass and damping coefficients, and the
impulse response function are presented in Figure 4. Having computed a∞ and k (t), we
iteratively solved integro-differential Equation (8) for the position of the buoy, where at
each iteration, the convolution integral was treated as a forcing function whose values were
known from the velocity Uz calculated in the previous iteration. The forcing function was
set to zero in the first iteration.
(a)

(b) 0.75

2

b/ρR3 ω

a/ρR3

1.5
1
0.5
0

0

2

4
λ=

k (N/m)

(c)

6

8

0.5
0.25
0

10

0

2

ω 2 R/g

6

4

8

10

λ

40
30
20
10
0

−10

0

0.5

1

1.5
t (s)

2

2.5

3

Figure 4. Plots of the dimensionless (a) added mass and (b) damping coefficients (see Equation (10)
for the definitions) versus the dimensionless parameter λ. (c) Plot of impulse response function (IRF)
as a function of time.

3.2.2. Mass-Spring-Damper Model
Less sophisticated than Cummin’s approach, the free-decay heave motion of the buoy
can be approximated as:
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δ
eq
eq
zb = zb + zb |t=0 − zb exp(−δt) ? sin(ω ? t) + cos(ω ? t)
ω

(12)

where
ω? =

r

c
− δ2 ,
m?

δ=

b?
,
2m?

and

m? = m + a? .

(13)

Equation (12) expresses the displacement of a free harmonic oscillator with mass m?
that is acted upon by a damper of resistance coefficient b? and a spring of stiffness c. Here,
a? and b? are the added mass and damping coefficients corresponding to the damped
natural frequency ω ? (see Equations (10) and (11)). This frequency can be calculated in an
iterative fashion as follows (see also [49]):
r
c
bn?
?
2 with δ =
ω n +1 =
−
δ
for
n = 1, 2, · · ·, N,
(14)
n
n
m + a?n
2(m + a?n )
where
ω1? → ∞,

a1? = a∞ ,

b1? = δ1 = 0,

(15)

and a?n and bn? are the coefficients associated with ωn? , which is the frequency calculated in
the n-th iteration. Notably, with as few as N = 3 attempts, our calculations converged to
ω ? = 10.4 s−1

and

δ1 = 1.5 s−1 .

(16)

with a relative error of less than 0.04%.
4. Results and Discussion
Figure 5 shows the outcomes of our experimental measurements and numerical simulations. Specifically, Figure 5a presents the time evolution of the buoy’s position in the
z direction over three seconds following the buoy’s release, and Figure 5b–i present the
elevation of the air–water interface at eight locations surrounding the buoy (see Figure 2a,b)
during the same time interval. Note that the experimental data were averaged over ten realizations. Our results indicate that the buoy underwent nearly harmonic damped oscillations
with a period of roughly 0.6 s, consistent with the prediction of the mass-spring-damper
model of Section 3.2.2. These oscillations generated radiation waves that perturbed the
initially flat air–water interface. The instantaneous change in the elevation of the interface
was captured by the distributed wave gauges, whose readings suggest that, as expected,
the waves propagated outward almost radially (compare Figure 5c,d,h, which correspond
to the wave gauges with similar radial distance from the buoy).
We also learn from Figure 5 that our two-phase flow simulation using the VOF method
is capable of very accurately replicating the kinematics of the buoy and the wave pattern
observed in the experiments. Similarly close agreements between the VOF calculations and
experimental measurements for free-decay tests of a spherical buoy were also obtained by
Kramer et al. [29]. However, on the basis of the reported core hours, their simulations appear
to be computationally much more demanding than ours, which took only about 10 h to
complete while running on 16 CPUs. The higher computational efficiency of our approach
may (at least partly) be attributed to the use of overset gridding instead of mesh morphing
to resolve the moving boundary problem due to the oscillations of the buoy. Additionally,
Figure 5a reveals a couple of important points regarding the performance of the reducedorder models described in Section 3.2. First, we see that the result of the mass-springdamper model closely resembles that of the Cummins model, even though the former has a
considerably simpler form. Second, we observe that both models overpredict the amplitude
of buoy oscillations while satisfactorily capturing the frequency of oscillations.
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Experimental measurement
VOF simulation
Cummins model
Mass-spring-damper model
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1.005
0.995
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0.995
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(f)

t (s)

(g)
1.015
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1.015
z w (m)
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(c)
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1.005
0.995
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0.995
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(h)
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0.995
0.985
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1.005
0.995
0.985
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Figure 5. (a) Comparison between experimental measurement and three types of numerical calculations for the time evolution of the vertical position of the buoy. (b) Comparison between experimental
measurements and VOF calculations for the time history of the vertical position of the air–water
interface at eight locations near the buoy. Experimental data represent averages over ten realizations,
where the coefficient of variation (the ratio of the standard deviation to the mean) for the vast majority
of the collected data was below a few percentage points. Subfigures (b–i) correspond to wave gauges
1–8 (see Figure 2a,b). The mean absolute differences between the plots presented here are reported in
Table 3.

Fluids 2022, 7, 188

11 of 13

Table 3. Mean absolute differences between the curves plotted in Figure 5.
aexp-vof

aexp-Cumm

aexp-msd

b

c

d

e

f

g

h

i

0.0028

0.0041

0.0045

0.0008

0.0010

0.0012

0.0015

0.0018

0.0023

0.0007

0.0006

Our analyses indicate that the experimental data for the buoy’s position can be fitted
very well by Equation (12) with ω ? = 9.82, s−1 and δ = 1.86. Comparing these values with
the ones reported in Equation (16) suggests that the reduced-order models underpredict
the effective added mass and damping coefficients corresponding to the buoy’s heave
motion by about 9% and 24%, respectively. This may not be surprising, since these models
are based on the linear potential flow theory. However, Kramer et al. [29] reported closer
agreements between the predictions of their reduced-order models and their measurements
eq
for the case where the normalized drop height, defined as (zb |t=0 − zb )/R, is 0.6, which is
very close to its magnitude in our work that is 0.61. This discrepancy can be due to two
differences between our study and the free-decay tests performed by Kramer et al. [29],
namely, disparities in the draft lengths of the buoys at static equilibrium and the position
of the sidewalls. The buoy is half submerged at equilibrium (i.e., d = R), and the distance
between the center of the buoy to the sidewalls was roughly 28R and 43R in the experiments
of Kramer et al. [29], whereas, in our case, d = 0.63R, and the buoy-to-wall distances were
about 10R and 35R. It is worth noting that the variations in both the added mass and
damping coefficients with λ are greatly affected by the mean position of the buoy’s draft
line. For instance, it is known that, for a half-submerged sphere, b/ρR3 ω decays to zero
very rapidly as 1/λ4 when λ → ∞ (see, e.g., [13]). Yet, we found that, for our buoy, the
dimensionless damping coefficient decays more slowly to zero with a rate close to 1/λ2 .
Overall, our findings imply that, while reduced-order models are generally accurate, the
extent to which their predictions deviate from the measurements or the results of highfidelity models depends on the specific configuration of the problem under consideration.
5. Conclusions
The free-decay responses of a spherical buoy and its water domain were explored in
both simulation and experiments. The buoy was designed such that its draft was not equal
to its radius. Three levels of model fidelity were used: VOF, Cummins, and a mass-springdamper approach. The VOF model provided the best prediction of the buoy response while
also predicting the water response. It was found that using an overlapping mesh approach,
in contrast to the mesh morphing strategy of [29], was noticeably more computationally
efficient. The Cummins and the mass-spring-damper models also produced reasonable
estimates of the buoy’s oscillation frequency and damping. The mass-spring-damper
underpredicted both the added mass and damping coefficients. It should be noted that
the mass-spring-damper model parameters were developed using an analytical approach
without relying on experimental data fitting.
The buoy’s draft at equilibrium, about d = 0.63R, resulted in a roughly two-fold
increase in the decay rate per period as compared to the d = R case in [29]. All three
models predicted this, but with much greater accuracy by the VOF approach. Since the
draft influences a buoy’s dynamic response, its effect should be considered either in optimal
shape design or adaptively by the point absorber control system. Furthermore, the VOF
modeling approach can be used as a surrogate for wave tank testing during buoy shape
and control design processes [52].
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